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Abstract. The primary objective for this study is to investigate multi-stakeholder under-
standing of ownership of a community wireless network (CWN) located in Ocean View, Cape 
Town. This is important because ownership and stakeholder relations are components that 
contribute to the success of a CWN. Using the convenience and snowball sampling method, 
we completed 11 semi-structured interviews with stakeholders from the University of Cape 
Town and the Ocean View community. We consider different ways ownership is conceived 
between stakeholders and across disciplines. We found that the involvement of the community 
at initiation of a CWN project is imperative in establishing ownership of a CWN. We charac-
terize some of the ways in which discordant conceptions of ownership have resulted in mis-
communication within this project and offer considerations for researchers to take into ac-
count as they collaborate with communities on joint initiatives. 
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1. Introduction 
A community wireless network (CWN) is a network that is created to provide free and 
affordable Internet access to members of a community [3]. The CWN is usually created 
and maintained by members of a community primarily, but often include organisations, 
working towards shared objectives [4]. Some of the benefits of a community-owned 
network include: 1) community empowerment; 2) utilisation of community resources 
for project development; 3) working towards addressing contextual needs within the 
community; and 4) the sharing of local information and expertise [5]. 
Community ownership of a CWN is necessary because of the nature of the project, thus 
how the community and other stakeholders create ownership, and how that manifests, 
is important to understand for the success of such initiatives. When researching Infor- 
mation Communication Technology (ICT) interventions, it is beneficial to make use of 
narratives to explore stakeholder relationships. The relationship between primary and 
secondary stakeholders, as well as the relationships within the stakeholder groups, are 
a necessary focus to understand how ownership of ICTs manifests in project implemen-
tations. 
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Beyond network and internet coverage, CWNs have the potential to provide a platform 
for the distribution of locally created knowledge and artefacts within a community. That 
said, defining particular goals for a CWN project within a community can affect the 
success of that project along with the existing embedded community connections and 
relationships [1]. 
Participation in ICT4D projects has become an important way in which community 
engagement is improved [23]. This participation is usually prioritised in order to “im-
prove success, ownership, and acceptability” of an ICT4D project [24]. There has been 
a movement from using participation as purely a means to meet the needs of users [25] 
towards Community based Co-design, which uses principles of Participatory Design 
and utilises community insights as an asset during the design process [26]. The involve- 
ment of the community early on in a project is a significant factor in ensuring effective 
ownership of an ICT4D project [27]. Pade, Mallinson, and Sewry [28] describe the 
involvement of the community, and continuation of their commitment throughout the 
project, as a factor to ensuring local sustainability. This sustainability is achieved best 
when the community perceives the project as their own. Pade, Mallinson, and Sewry 
further describe local ownership as something that should be taken at the initial stages 
of the project, and not given.  
Ownership of ICT projects is an important characteristic for achieving autonomous, 
or semi-autonomous community engagement [2]. Ultimately, the goal of ICT4D pro-
jects is to empower the community through the use of ICTs.  
 
1.1 Case Study: iNethi OV 
 
The researched stakeholders for this study are involved in the iNethi deployment of a 
community wireless network (CWN) located in Ocean View (OV). “iNethi” is a Uni-
versity of Cape Town (UCT) led ICT4D non-profit organisation. The primary contrib-
utors to this organisation are a team of interdisciplinary researchers who seek to utilise 
ICTs as a vehicle to provide low cost services for connecting communities to; the rest 
of the world, the internal members of the community, and the surrounding populations. 
The goal of iNethi, as defined by Lorini et al. [1] is to “build up infrastructure to support 
community-based services and content sharing,” whereas the priority of the community 
is the provision of reasonably priced internet access. iNethi’s philosophy is 
centred around providing agency to people in the “creation, construction, management, 
and cost of a wireless network” [1]. The OV CWN is one of many in the Western Cape. 
OV was chosen because the iNethi network is currently being deployed in some parts 
of the community, with prospects of expanding further and of being fully community-
owned 
and operated. Additionally, OV residents also have an existing goal to create and dis-
tribute local content using a CWN. While the community has these ambitions, they are, 
however, an economically marginalized community, still affected by apartheid spatial 
planning and inequality. 48% of households in OV have a monthly income of 3200 rand 
or less, and 16% of households live in informal dwellings [1]. Previous research [1] has 
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shown that internet access is not affordable as a result of high data costs by cellular 
networks. iNethi has therefore been deployed in the community as a CWN. 
The OV deployment is a fairly recent implementation but has shown great potential for 
scalability and replication. However, potential tensions between stakeholder groups, 
lack of necessary technical skill, and possible miscommunication between the groups 
has caused the project to primarily be operated and mobilised by iNethi. What tran-
spired in this case study, we argue, is the result of multiple, and at times, conflicting 
understandings of ownership.  
 
 
1.2 Background   
Stakeholder Theory and ICTs  
 
Stakeholder Theory seeks to explain and guide the mechanisms of an organisation, in-
cluding its structure and operation [6]. The organisation is described as a unit with 
which a variety of participants interact to accomplish multiple purposes [7]. It considers 
how stakeholders benefit from a project and uses stakeholder management to coordi-
nate the relationships between different stakeholders in order to achieve a particular 
goal [8]. Stakeholder Theory can be categorised into three branches, namely normative, 
descriptive, and instrumental. The normative perspective is concerned with the moral 
and philosophical obligations to work towards the common good [9]. Since human be-
ings are affected by any decision made within the project, they should have equal op-
portunity to contributing to those decisions. The second perspective, descriptive, is con- 
cerned with the interaction between stakeholders and the characteristics and behaviour 
of these stakeholders [10]. The instrumental perspective is concerned with organisa-
tions caring for their stakeholders to provide an advantage in ensuring success [11]. 
Bailur [12], and Donaldson and Preston [6] acknowledge that these perspectives are 
difficult to distinguish in practice. Bailur further emphasises that to carry out a stake-
holder approach to development, one needs to have a “desire to understand what influ-
ence stakeholders have on the organization” [12]. He uses stakeholder theory and pro-
poses a stakeholder analysis framework to analyse a telecentre project in the Dhar dis-
trict, a rural area in central India.  
Stakeholders in an organisation are defined by Freeman [16] as any group or person 
who is affected by the outcomes of a project, those who are “vital to the survival and 
success of the corporation”. Freeman, Wicks and Parmar [17] emphasise the im- 
portance of stakeholders in achieving the goals set out by an organisation or project 
team. These stakeholders can be separated into primary or secondary stakeholders, the 
former having a direct relationship with the organisation and its progress, while the 
latter include the public who are affected by the organisation and its projects [18]. The 
relationship between stakeholders and their participation, both primary and secondary, 
is important in encouraging ownership and sustainability of ICT projects [19]. The 
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participation of community stakeholders, particularly, should be prominent in the initial 
stages of an ICT project in an effort to encourage leadership, while external actors, such 
as researchers, should attempt to limit their involvement and responsibilities as muchas 
possible [19].  
The importance and needs consideration of stakeholders when designing ICT4D pro-
jects is highlighted in research done by Ho, Owusu and Aoki [20]. They sought out to 
identify various stakeholders and their respective requirements in order to design an 
appropriate mobile platform for the treatment of patients with sexually transmitted dis-
eases in Uganda. They focused on seven “key stakeholders” and how their needs, which 
were often conflicting, affected the design and consequent outcome of the project. Ho, 
Owusu and Aoki note that while all stakeholders seek to “improve sexually transmitted 
infection (STI) treatment and reduce the prevalence of STIs”, they are still bound by 
different financial interests, amongst other differences. For example, researchers need 
to produce data and outputs to ensure funding, and users need to have access to afford-
able healthcare. Additionally, conflicting stakeholder requirements, and the circum-
stances each stakeholder was in, determined how smoothly the project and operations 
could take place. A barrier to funding from one stakeholder inevitable resulted in stag-
nancy for the progress of other key stakeholders. When aid agencies, who are not in-
volved in the direct operations of the project, had a delay in payment, an entire key 
process was halted which affected the success of the project. This financial and logisti-
cal delay could affect how well ownership is taken by the community involved. With a 
dependent relationship, ownership may be difficult to instil. Ho, Owusu and Aoki also 
found that because of the disruptive nature of an ICT4D project, as well as the potential 
disruption by other stakeholders and their internal dynamics, researchers and designers 
need to “position” themselves thoughtfully to consider the needs of all stakeholders, as 
far as possible, and not just focus on primary users.  
 
Bailur [12] investigated the use of a stakeholder analysis framework along with existing 
Stakeholder Theory in an ICT4D project in a rural area in India. The aim of the project 
was to analyse telecentres in prominent locations in rural areas. When analysing the 
ICT4D project, Bailur found that the project had both a normative and instrumental 
perspective when it concerned stakeholders and their engagement. It was also found 
that the management of stakeholder arrangement and responsibilities was a top-down 
one which produced a lack of ownership of the project within the communities in-
volved. The proposed stakeholder analysis framework is recommended to be applied 
on an existing project in order to better understand stakeholder relationships and en-
gagement, as well as to determine why a project was not as successful as previously 
anticipated. Banda and Chigona [7] use Bailur’s research to investigate stakeholders in 
a similar context, the analysis of a telecentre project in Malawi.  
Ownership and ICTs 
 
An ICT4D project such as iNethi is intended to be a grassroots project, seeing as it is a 
CWN. This kind of project is defined by Escobar [21] as a development initiative 
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coordinated by a local community for the benefit of that community. However, since 
there 
are additional project partners that may include researchers, technical experts, and other 
external stakeholders to the community, additional factors lead to the management and 
resultant ownership of a grassroots project. The first being that the community in-
volved; a) does not feel pressured into adopting extraneous practices, and b) allows the 
project to become embedded into their existing social structures [14]. The first factor 
acknowledges that the technologies may have been developed by external actors, but 
its implementation should be rooted in the natural conditions of the community. The 
second factor involves the continuous fluidity of the arrangement of the social struc- 
tures within a community to gain momentum throughout development [14]. This means 
the reorganisation and dynamism by the community as a choice by that community, to 
act and react to ICT4D projects in certain ways. Overall, a grassroots approach de-
scribes a community-driven one, and resultantly a community-owned project, and this 
has been interpreted by Pade-Khene, Mallinson and Sewry [22] as a key factor to the 
success of an ICT4D project. Banda and Chigona [7] investigated the relationship be-
tween stakeholders and how it affects ownership in an ICT project carried out in a rural 
community in Malawi. The project they investigated sought to provide ICT services in 
the form of telecentres which they note have continuous barriers to sustainability. 
Bailur [12] describes one of the factors that act as a barrier to sustainability in ICT4D 
projects as a lack of meaningful stakeholder engagement and this motivated Banda and 
Chigona to explore how stakeholders engage in the project concerned. It was found that 
a lack of consultation and research with the community affected various stakeholder 
engagements, and as a result affected ownership of the telecentre service. 
There are two different kinds of ownership we consider in this paper, as defined in 
organisational studies. These are formal ownership and psychological ownership. For-
mal ownership is the legal arrangements which encompasses the possession of shares 
and revenue, the right to have influence and control, and the right to information about 
what is owned [29]. Psychological ownership is the perception and feelings of the com-
munity that the project or artefact is “theirs” [30]. The model of psychological owner-
ship is expanded by Avey et al. [31] through the inclusion of accountability, sense of 
belonging, and self-identity, among others. Rey-Moreno et al. [32] use the two kinds of 
ownership to investigate the development of local ownership in a community network 
that is initiated by an external actor. They find that “ownership is a critical element to 
take into account when looking at externally initiated interventions.” With externally 
initiated projects, external actors are going to be stakeholders who are not necessarily 
residing in the targeted community. These stakeholders bring with their contribution, 
their methods of developing the project along with funding which could affect how the 
project is owned. The components of both formal and psychological ownership are thus 
important to consider when investigating how stakeholder relations affect the taking of 
ownership of an ICT4D project, especially when a stakeholder group is external to the 
community. Ultimately the different levels of stakeholder engagement, as well as who 
stakeholders are, help to shape what is understood by ownership. 
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1.3 Study Aims 
 
The primary objective for this study is to investigate multi-stakeholder understand-
ing of ownership of a community wireless network (CWN) located in Ocean View, 
Cape Town.  
This study focused on the Ocean View (OV) community in the Western Cape Province. 
The study aimed to explore how ownership is defined and created amongst stakeholders 
at both UCT and the OV community as it pertains to the iNethi project.  
To do this we epistemologically engaged with Stakeholder Theory to discuss how the 
different stakeholder groups organised themselves, interacted with each other, and how 
these interactions affected what was understood by taking ownership of the community 
network. 
This study adopted Stakeholder Theory to investigate how ownership is created 
inICT4D projects such as the iNethi CWN initiative. Stakeholder Theory is used in this 
study in order to better understand the manner in which various participants in an or- 
ganisation interact and organise themselves and how these aspects relate to ownership. 
It is used in an analytical way in order to identify the key stakeholders and how their 
knowledge, behaviour, and positions, among others, affect how ownership of a CWN 
is taken. 
This research demonstrates an introductory exploration, with preliminary results, into 
how stakeholder relationships affect ownership of ICT projects in Cape Town, South 
Africa. 
2. Methodology 
2.1. Study Approach 
 
The study formed part of the social constructivist paradigm [1] and utilised a qualitative 
approach. We chose to utilize a qualitative approach to investigate ownership because 
it allowed us to; explore the relationship between ownership and stakeholder relation-
ships, provide context for individual understanding of ownership, and present the com-
plexity of stakeholder relationships. Much of the data collected conformed to the de-
scriptive perspective of Stakeholder Theory in that the relationships of stakeholders 
were investigated as well as their behaviours within those dynamics. 
 
The study employed a purposive, convenience sampling technique [2]. This allowed 
for the recruitment of participants within Ocean View; however, using these sampling 
methods could result in skewed responses because all participants who are users of the 
network reside within the same geographical area and have a similar socioeconomic 
status. It is important to note who the stakeholders considered in the iNethi project are, 
as it exists in OV. Some of the stakeholders include the directors of the “OV Com 
Dynamic” (the deployment of the iNethi network in OV), residents of OV, researchers 
at the University of Cape Town, the UCT computer science department, and Telkom, 
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to mention a few. Samples were taken from two main stakeholder groups: UCT and the 
OV community. The reason to focus on these two groups is that they are the main 
stakeholders involved in the daily functioning of the iNethi project, including the 
weekly meetings they participate in. The sample size was 11, which included partici-
pants from UCT (5) and OV (6). Data was gathered through semi-structured interviews 
and observations; which was guided by Stakeholder Theory. The observations included 
taking notes during the weekly stakeholder meetings, while the interviews were with 
individual stakeholders. 
Interviews 
Interviews were conducted with stakeholders in the Ocean View community and UCT. 
Interviews lasted 20-30 minutes and were conducted at a time and place convenient to 
our participants. Permission was sought from participants to audio record interviews 
for analysis purposes.  
Observations 
Observations were carried out during three weekly stakeholder meetings. The meetings 
were attended by stakeholders within the management of iNethi, either in person or via 
video conferencing. The meetings consisted of a briefing on the agenda and discussions 
on the progress of the project in its various domains. During these meetings we sought 
to understand the relational dynamics between stakeholders such as: how stakeholders 
engaged during the meeting; the priority agenda items for different stakeholders; how 
the meetings were conducted, who took the lead, and how decisions were negotiated. 
Permission was sought from all stakeholders to take part in the meetings and gain in-
sights on how the project is progressing. 
 
2.2. Data Analysis 
The semi-structured interviews were carried out by two researchers, one of which noted 
the responses during the interview. The notes that were taken during the observations 
of meetings were analysed immediately after in order to better understand how engage-
ments between stakeholders in different contexts affect ownership of the iNethi project 
within OV. Both interviews and observations were analysed through a narrative and 
coded through a process of thematic analysis [3]. During the interviews with the iNethi 
users residing in OV, the research assistant who aided recruitment was present in those 
meetings. At particular points during the interviews the assistant interjected when a 
participant was unable to answer. This may have affected participant responses for the 
interview, as well as created bias. It should also be noted that the results presented in 
this paper are preliminary. 
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2.3. Research Ethics 
The study complied with research ethics. Approval for the study was obtained from the 
University of Cape Town’s Ethics Committee. Informed consent was carried out prior 
to interviews and observations. Participants were informed that their participation was 
voluntary and that their responses would remain anonymous. We worked closely with 
a prominent member of OV in order to recruit participants for the users of this study. 
This member occupied a research assistant role. When requesting consent, we used 
verbal consent primarily because some users were uncomfortable with written consent, 
viewing it as a form of contract. We decided to explain the purposes of the study, in-
cluding the risks and benefits of their responses to our questions, verbally.  
 
In order to allow participants to feel as comfortable as possible, we conducted inter-
views at locations participants requested to have them. Some interviews were held in 
participants’ homes, and others were held in conference rooms. Accommodating par-
ticipants in these locations was an effort to allow responses to be as authentic as possi-
ble as well as to mitigate the power dynamic that exists between us as researchers, and 
participants, especially in the case of OV stakeholders. Researchers from UCT entering 
the OV environment presents a power dynamic. This dynamic may have influenced 
some of the responses; however, we attempted to reduce this influence by allowing 
participants to guide where and how they were most comfortable. Similarly, when in-
terviewing UCT stakeholders, we had to ensure that our treatment of different stake-
holder groups was appropriate and maximises participants honest engagement, while 
also not emphasising our role as UCT researchers in a way that promotes bias. 
  
Another ethical factor was the reporting of anonymised data. In some cases, infor-
mation gathered could be clearly linked to a particular stakeholder if the reader was 
involved in the project. When this data had the potential to inflict more harm to stake-
holder relations than positive impact, it was considered more closely for inclusion. 
While it is important to include as much of the information gathered as possible, we 
considered the overall impact on the various stakeholders as well.  
3. Research Findings 
In analysing our data collected during interviews and observations, the following key 
aspects were extracted (following the interview discussions) as it relates to ownership 
of the iNethi network in OV: stakeholder perceptions of ownership, perception of the 
iNethi project, stakeholder relations, and concluding with barriers to producing owner-
ship. This section details the preliminary results and analysis. 
3.1. Stakeholder Perceptions of Ownership 
During our interviews with stakeholders, it was important to understand how ownership 
is perceived and understood by stakeholders as it pertains to the iNethi project. This is 
aligned with psychological ownership as defined by Pierce and Kostova [4], as their 
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perceptions could influence when and how ownership is taken. One of the UCT stake-
holders defined ownership in the OV community as, 
 
“Taking the power back in the form of a community network.” 
 
This stakeholder was cognizant to what that meant in relation to the positionality of 
the researchers in interacting with the OV community. They described the researchers 
as a “support system” while both stakeholder groups learnt from each other during the 
development of the project. Ownership, in their view, is related to empowerment. When 
questioned about whether OV stakeholders are empowered by iNethi, they expressed 
that they are, through the transferring of skills to operate the platform. This sentiment 
was shared with another UCT stakeholder, while noting that UCT still has more in-
volvement than is preferable. This stakeholder defines ownership as, 
 
“Owning infrastructure by building it, deciding the speed and price of internet, and 
owning content and services by creating local social networks.” 
 
This notion of ownership was shared by an OV director stakeholder who described 
it as,  
 
“local content creation while incorporating their own ideas that they relate to and 
that makes sense.” 
 
The UCT stakeholder also described the OV stakeholders owning the iNethi network 
legally but that the project is not run independently, this indicated that they believed 
OV stakeholders had formal ownership of the project as described by Pierce and Ruben-
feld [5]. This presented some conflict in the perception of ownership and legality. Hav-
ing legal ownership, as found in the interviews with OV stakeholders has little bearing 
on their perceived ownership of the project. In other words, the formal ownership did 
not encourage the psychological ownership. 
 
During the interviews with one of the directors of the iNethi network deployment in 
OV, the stated ownership was related strongly with the acquiring of skills, and elabo-
rated further, that it is also related to having a qualification for those skills. The reason-
ing for this distinction is that they believe that the acquiring of qualifications increases 
the job opportunities as well as decreases the dependence on UCT for technical and 
business help. The emphasis on expertise and upskilling is likely due to the low avail-
ability of similar work opportunities in that area. 
  
“iNethi is not owned by OV yet. It is still managed by UCT and funded by UCT.” 
 
Another director states, 
 
“We [OV Com directors] do not have the intellect. Since iNethi is mostly technology, 
training would create ownership.” 
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The comment on gaining skills agrees with the UCT stakeholder’s comments on 
empowerment, but the comment that skills training is still necessary, along with rele-
vant qualifications, suggests that the OV stakeholders believe that not enough has been 
done to empower them towards a sense of ownership. In this way, the formal ownership 
in the form of qualifications could advance psychological ownership of the project. 
 
On the other hand, the stakeholders representing users of the iNethi network felt that 
there was a sense of ownership of the network as they were able to buy vouchers and 
connect to the network at a lower cost compared to their network providers. However, 
users described that there were still problems with connectivity and the occasional loss 
of data, which we understood as a barrier to taking complete ownership of the wireless 
network. Users had communicated these complaints to a director of iNethi in OV, and 
upon further investigation it was found that the concerns were not communicated to 
UCT researchers during their weekly meetings. This fragmented communication 
demonstrates the disconnect between stakeholders. It shows an uneven reliance on par-
ticular groups and does not portray balanced engagement.  
 
Another component of ownership highlighted by a user stakeholder is the intention 
by OV Com Dynamic for the network to be distributed to the rest of the OV community. 
This would lead to having more users connected to the iNethi network and the stake-
holder sees this as important to owning the project as a community. The user responded, 
 
“It needs to be built across the whole of Ocean View.” 
 
Interestingly, one of the pitfalls of using the network has been the overwhelming 
demand by the number of users on the network at times, as noted by another user stake-
holder. 
 
“The signal is bad sometimes. It takes too long because there are too many users.” 
 
This results in slower network and was noted as a deterrent by users of the network. 
This means that in order to optimise ownership in OV, both the maintenance and man-
aging of the network, and its distribution to the rest of the community should be a con-
cern. Balancing those key components would be the challenge. 
3.2. Perception of the iNethi Project 
When asking the participants about what iNethi means to them we received a diversity 
of responses. This indicated some discrepancy on the understanding of iNethi. Much of 
this inconsistency was concerning the structure of iNethi as it relates to the OV com-




“the non-profit organisation to initiate infrastructure technology, to be deployed in 
OV”.  
 
They elaborated that the deployment of iNethi in OV is considered as a partner pro-
ject to the overall iNethi project. That project partner is called “OV Com Dynamic”. 
This is in contrast to other stakeholders who were unsure what the scope of iNethi was. 
A UCT researcher indicated that the definition of iNethi has been continuously negoti-
ated, which has resulted in some confusion as to what it entails in totality. Interestingly, 
one of the directors of OV Com Dynamic began describing iNethi as first what UCT 
says it is, and then continuing to what they believe it entails. They defined iNethi as a 
Wi-Fi network that is used to generate money through the sale of vouchers. This, we 
have found, is the definition of OV Com Dynamic. The variance in the responses indi-
cate that there is a level of disagreement and/or misunderstanding of iNethi and what 
the expectations of the project are. We believe that a lack of consensus in this regard 
can affect how effective ownership is taken by the community. This is evident in that 
when stakeholders have contrasting definitions of the project they are involved in, it 
may lead to the conflict of various expectations for that project, as well as misunder-
standings on what the project’s objective is. 
 
Similar to the differing definitions of iNethi, the expectations from stakeholders also 
offer contention. Stakeholders in OV, being a part of a community with a significant 
unemployment rate, understandably have priorities concerning the creation of jobs and 
the generation of income. This is seen as one of the main expectations of the project by 
this stakeholder group. Stakeholders from UCT acknowledge the need to prioritise the 
needs of the OV community; however, the need to provide the infrastructure necessary 
for the implementation and use of the iNethi platform is the main priority for the UCT 
researchers. These conflicting stakeholder expectations and the effect on the success of 
an ICT4D project is supported by Ho, Owusu and Aoki [6]. When these expectations 
are in contention, the conflict can affect how well primary stakeholders in OV support 
and integrate within the project, and thus it affects how well ownership is taken by the 
community. 
 
One of the methods used by ICT4D projects to address the differences mentioned 
above is a formulation of a memorandum of understanding (MOU) [7, 8]. Stakeholders 
at UCT described the MOU to be in development and discussion, but also that this has 
been the case for a significant period during the project development. Additionally, 
UCT stakeholders seek to step out of their roles in the project, giving full agency to the 
OV stakeholders, by the end of 2019, within 6 months at the time of writing. Not having 
the roles and expectations of stakeholders outlined in a form that is understood by all 
stakeholders in the late stages of the project could have effects on ownership of the 
project. If primary stakeholders in OV are not seeing official recognition of their needs 
and roles through a medium they acknowledge and understand, they may not feel con-
fident enough to take the ownership of the project that is required of them. One could 
question whether the use of a document such as an MOU, a document that is perhaps 
foreign to the OV stakeholders and proposed by the UCT stakeholders, is effective and 
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appropriate. UCT stakeholders had mentioned that only one of the primary OV stake-
holders, a director of OV Com Dynamic, was present during the development of the 
MOU, and this could affect how well the MOU is received by the rest of the directors 
in OV. An MOU can be seen as an attempt to create formal ownership of the project. 
Whether this evolves into psychological ownership is questionable, seeing as it is a 
largely foreign form of documentation to the OV community stakeholders. It has the 
potential to alienate and create barriers to ownership if it is not readily accepted. This 
negotiation between formal and psychological ownership, and who defines how these 
types of ownership are created, is a concern when navigating how different stakeholders 
operate and interact in a project. 
3.3. Stakeholder Relations 
One of the primary ways of stakeholder interaction include weekly meetings between 
the OV Com Dynamic directors and the UCT research team. These meetings alternate 
venues every week. One venue being the UCT offices and the other being at a high 
school in OV which serves as the offices of the OV Com Dynamic. During the obser-
vation of the meetings held at UCT it became clear that an agenda was set for each 
meeting, with main contributions by one of the founders of iNethi, a UCT researcher. 
The agenda was shared to all stakeholders before the meeting in order to allow for con-
tributions from all concerned. The use of an agenda for a meeting was introduced by 
UCT stakeholders as the norm for weekly meetings. In this way it can be seen as im-
posed as the status quo for the running of meetings. We noted that stakeholders at OV 
may not be comfortable with this convention used at UCT, and upon further interviews 
with UCT researchers we found that when meetings are held in OV, an agenda is rarely 
set. We also found that UCT waited for OV to initiate the meeting (along with the 
sharing of the agenda), and multiple times a meeting at OV did not take place because 
it was not initiated. This, we observe as an attempt to allow OV to take control of one 
of the key structures for engaging with all stakeholders. Again, this is an attempt at 
instilling formal ownership. It is hinged upon conventions defined by the UCT stake-
holder group, who have influence and power in the stakeholder relation by virtue of 
their position as researchers from a prominent university.  
 
The lack of meetings in OV should not be concluded as a lack of initiative. Instead 
we would argue that the format of the meetings, including the setting of the agenda, 
could contribute to the lack of comfortability of the OV Com Dynamic directors with 
the status quo as defined by UCT. We presented this argument to one of the UCT stake-
holders and they acknowledged that they had not thought of it that way and that they 
would not request an agenda for the next meeting at OV. This revealed that while the 
UCT researchers may be seeking to get OV stakeholders to take ownership, they may 
still be imposing methods of engagement they have normalised on a stakeholder group 
that have not. It should be noted that during our research period we were not able to 
attend an organised meeting in OV as one did not take place. 
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During the meetings held at UCT one of the directors in OV would usually Skype 
in. While this is a means of ensuring the stakeholders in OV are able to contribute to 
meetings, the variables associated with initiating a Skype call caused complications 
during meetings. During one of the meetings, the Skype call was disconnected due to a 
poor connection in OV. This, however, did not stop the meeting. It continued with only 
UCT stakeholders present. This meant that a significant portion of the meeting was 
involving only one group of stakeholders. Minutes were taken of the meeting; however, 
this is another way of operating meetings imposed by the UCT stakeholder group. 
While it may not be practical to conclude a meeting if a stakeholder cannot be present, 
the continuation of the meeting without a key group of stakeholders can influence the 
relationship between stakeholder groups.  
 
Additional exclusionary aspects to the weekly meetings were found to be; the con-
tent discussed during the meeting, as well as a lack of effective communication by the 
OV Com Dynamic directors on the state of the project in OV to the UCT stakeholders. 
The content discussed during meetings observed was predominantly technical. This in-
volved an opportunity for feedback from the OV stakeholder, and thereafter dealt with 
other technical issues concerning the researchers at UCT. These discussions are neces-
sary according to a UCT stakeholder, however, a different approach to the structuring 
of meetings could be more effective in optimising engagement between stakeholder 
groups. An improved structure should highlight objectives for all stakeholders since the 
last meeting and establish any feedback received from users of the iNethi network. 
When interviewing a director at OV, many of the problems associated with the iNethi 
network, as well as the issues users of the network faced, were topics not communicated 
during meetings. This lack of openness indicates a weakness in stakeholder relations. 
It could lead to UCT stakeholders being unaware of issues faced by OV stakeholders 
and may produce expectations and progress that do not align with reality. 
 
During a meeting in which stakeholder relations and ownership were discussed, ten-
sion arose as the OV Com Dynamic directors began sharing their feelings about ways 
in which they have felt isolated from the progression of the project. This included dis-
cussions around the naming of the network, as well as an understanding of what iNethi 
and OV Com Dynamic means to them. UCT stakeholders responded defensively at 
first, indicating that the concerns raised were not highlighted before, which the OV 
Com Dynamic directors disagreed with. This instance emphasised that: a) there was a 
miscommunication about the fundamentals of the CWN; b) OV Com Dynamic direc-
tors have either felt disempowered to speak openly before or UCT directors have mis-
understood them; and c) stakeholder power relations remained in UCT stakeholder’s 
favour. The meeting was felt to provide an important perspective on the CWN project, 
and the role each stakeholder plays in achieving shared objectives. Additional tensions 
that arose included how the social positions of directors within OV affect ownership.   
  
The reality of operating a CWN such as iNethi was seen to be overlooked at times. 
One of these realities is how the directors in OV are positioned socio-economically. 
Differing positions of stakeholders can be perceived to have an influence on ownership. 
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Not all of the directors of OV Com Dynamic reside in OV, and this has opened discus-
sions on how the proximity to the project by location, as well as the priority of the 
project in a stakeholder’s daily life can affect the involvement and ownership within 
the project. This was highlighted by both UCT and OV stakeholders and has indicated 
that tension exists surrounding these stakeholder characteristics. Thus, how stakehold-
ers are positioned within the project and its location may influence how ownership is 
produced and should be considered when developing the project. 
 
The interaction between stakeholders, both between and within respective groups, 
create tension and a lack of cohesion which lead to barriers to taking ownership as 
described by Pade and Mallinson [8]. 
3.4. Barriers to Producing Ownership 
The findings presented offer some insights into how ownership can be hampered in the 
development of ICT4D projects, specifically a CWN. Stakeholder relations and the per-
ceptions of ownership by stakeholders have highlighted some of the barriers to produc-
ing or taking ownership of a CWN such as iNethi, by a community, particularly because 
an ICT4D project of this nature should be community-owned. Stakeholder relations, 
both within and between stakeholder groups, affect how successfully the community 
stakeholder can take ownership. A cohesive and strong stakeholder group is necessary 
to allow for a smoother transition into ownership. A cohesive stakeholder group should 
be encouraged and developed during the initiation of the project, similar to ownership 
as stated by Ballantyne [9]. In this way, navigating stakeholder expectations, conflict-
ing objectives, and overall understanding of the project can be addressed early in the 
project. 
 
Other barriers to ownership, as described by user stakeholders and directors within 
OV, include the lack of awareness of the project, the limited reach of the network within 
the community, the technical limitations to access, and the maintenance of the network. 
These are not necessarily the barriers to ownership as defined by UCT stakeholders. A 
UCT stakeholder described one of the barriers to be the lack of initiative shown by the 
OV Com Dynamic and how it has been challenging not to aid when the OV directors 
require assistance. The power dynamic between researcher stakeholders and the OV 
stakeholders influence much of this barrier to ownership and it would be interesting to 
investigate how this dynamic would change should OV Com Dynamic directors be em-
powered in the way they would want i.e. the gaining of qualifications for the work they 
do. According to one of the directors, this would mitigate the demand for UCT’s help 
as a regular occurrence and provide directors a sense of achievement. Managing this 
dynamic between stakeholders is an important component of creating the circumstances 
for the “taking” of ownership. 
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4. Conclusion and Future Work 
This study explored how stakeholders and their positions affected the sense of owner-
ship of a community wireless network ICT4D project. The study has shown through 
preliminary results that various stakeholder relations can affect how effectively owner-
ship is created, especially if a stakeholder group is external to the community and in a 
position of influence and power. Consolidating the relationship between formal own-
ership, which is often conferred by external stakeholders, and psychological ownership, 
that needs to be created within community stakeholders, is a key component, and chal-
lenge, in creating ownership of a CWN. Future CWN projects should prioritise owner-
ship and healthy stakeholder relations at the initial and throughout all stages of the pro-
ject and this should include conforming to conventions within the community when 
developing plans and arranging engagements between stakeholders. External stake-
holders should attempt to remove all bias when organizing how the project will com-
mence. This could prevent future barriers to ownership within the community and could 
create the optimal path towards autonomy in the community. 
 
External stakeholders to the community should attempt a co-design process when ini-
tiating a CWN project. This could involve the understanding of the existing mecha-
nisms and practices within which the community functions and formulating a strategic 
plan thereafter. Any form of hierarchy or imposition of external practices should be 
avoided in an effort to recognise the importance of community norms and cultures. 
Community leaders and members should be engaged early on and a leadership team 
constituting of key members trusted by the community should be formed if the com-
munity encourages this form of management and planning. It is important to centre the 
community as much as possible so as to instil ownership of the project and final prod-
uct, as well as work towards a sustainable and community-endorsed solution. 
 
Investigating the power dynamics and effects on stakeholder relations within CWNs 
could provide further insight into how ownership and stakeholder relations are associ-
ated; however, this is outside the scope of this study. Since this study presents prelimi-
nary findings, future work could elaborate on this study by providing a supplementary 
understanding of community-owned projects such as CWNs. Further research could 
also include an in-depth study into the components of psychological ownership, and 
how it manifests in ICT4D projects such as iNethi. As well as expounding on the rela-
tionship between formal and psychological ownership. 
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